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CHAI RVAN DWORKI N: Good norning. W are
resum ng the evidentiary hearings in docket
6812. | understand that in regards to M.
Deen's testinony, there is no |onger an
out standi ng di spute. Entergy agrees they can
come in, inreturn for their ability to
respond with testinony that we all understand
will be limted solely to the issues that are
raised by it.

And on that understandi ng, Connecti cut
Ri ver Council agrees to having Entergy do that
ki nd of response.
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ANDREW G, GREENE
having first been duly sworn, was
exanmi ned and testified as foll ows:
CHAl RVAN DWORKI N: Ckay. Now t he
wi t ness has been sworn, although in a little
bit of a rmuddle here.
MR. FRANKLIN: | will now call him
CHAl RVAN DWORKIN: W haven't called
hi m
MR FRANKLIN. W call M. Geene, who
has been sworn in, and has taken the stand.
H's testinmony and his exhibit which is his
resume has already been stipulated to. So
I'l'l hand you that.
(Prefiled testinony of Andrew G G eene was
included in the original transcript only,
at pages 161A through 161U, inclusive.)

MR FRANKLIN. And | do have, if the
Board woul d al |l ow ne, one question of

redirect.

CHAl RVMAN DWORKI N: Ckay. Let's hear the
guestion, and then we will decide whether to
allowit.

MR FRANKLIN. O is it rebuttal? |
guess at this point.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON BY MR, FRANKLI N

Q M. G eene.
A Good afternoon
Q CGood afternoon. Can you pl ease expl ain why

you used the NEPOOL narginal emission rate calculation to
calcul ate the environnmental externalities associated with
uprate as opposed to a | arge conbi ned cycl e gas turbine
pl ant as proposed by DPS witness M. Lanont?

A Well | think inherent in your question is the
obvi ous fact that sone type of plant will be avoi ded by
t he additional generation out of Vernont Yankee nucl ear
facility. And the question is what type of plant is it
that will be avoided and what are the enission
characteristics of that plant to try to answer the
environnental externality question.

There is sort of two different perspectives on

it. Oneis what | would call an operational perspective
that assunes that there are no mmjor changes in
i nvestnents or capital stock in the generation nix in the
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regi on that supplies power. And that operationa
perspective would be that the additional output from
Vernont Yankee will displace plants that are at the margin
of the dispatch mix in New England. Which tend to be the
nost expensive plants that are |ast needed to neet the

|l oad requirenents in the state, in the region

That's the type of calcul ation that NEPOOL has
historically done in their marginal em ssion rate report,
the I ast one of which covered cal endar year 2001. |
believe that was rel eased in Decenber of 2002, so we will
be seeing a new one comi ng out soon.

That -- the alternative perspective would be a
pl anni ng perspective to assune that an additional anount
of generation from Vernont Yankee woul d affect investment
deci sions and the capital stock of the generation mx in
New England. | did not choose to use that perspective,
al though it has been used in other contexts, such as the
Department's distributed utility planning settlement where
there is an assunption that additional generation from
distributed gen units will always be essentially crowding
out conbi ned cycl e gas turbines.

That was not the approach that | used in ny

testimony for a few different reasons. The primary reason
is that the characteristics of the uprate, to ne, did not
war rant assuming the co-gen units would be displaced by
the uprate. And there were two principal considerations.
One is that | guess you could say there was a bit of an

el ement of surprise in the magnitude of the uprate
quantity. As | look through materials fromthe Board's
order |ast year on the transfer of Vernont Yankee facility
as well as industry data, if there was any awareness of
the uprate as a source of additional generation, it was
probably in the magnitude of a 5 to 10 percent range, and
I think that was the perspective at the tine expressed by
Entergy witnesses prior to General Electric actually

| ooking at the unit and evaluating its uprate potenti al

So | think the market was probably not aware
that a 20 percent uprate was in the offing, and whatever
co-generation investnents -- |'msorry, conbined cycle
i nvestmrents were on the planning boards at that tinme, were
not cogni zant of the uprate as has been proposed at this
st age.

The second reason | don't think the planning
perspective of a conbined cycle gas turbine is warranted
is that there is a limted persistence, if you will, of
the output of the uprate. Their license for the Vernont
Yankee plant is due to expire in 2012. And absent a

license renewal, any uprate of the facility will also
reach the end of the license in 2012. There have been
sone questions expressed by the Board and the Depart nment
as to whether the facility will even reach the 2012
license expiration. But at any rate, the market will
certainly take note of the fact that if the uprate
actually is approved and constructed, that the duration of
the uprate in the marketplace is going to be limted to a
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few years, perhaps between 2005 when it's fully

i mpl enent ed,
its |license

and 2012 when the facility reaches the end of
peri od.
Wth that awareness, the market nmay seriously

di scount the effect that Vernont Yankee will have -- the

uprate will

have on the market prices available to

conbined cycle facilities thus not detering such projects
fromgoing forward. That was the perspective that | had
and the reason that | chose not to use the type of avoided
unit nethodol ogy that was evident in the distributed
utility planning settlenent as approved by the Board.

MR. FRANKLIN: Thank you. The witness
is available for cross-exam nation

M5. HOFMANN: | amgoing to go first. |
do have a process question. Tw ce now t hey
have done the live surrebuttal when they are
given permssion to do the witten

surrebuttal. Does that nean we aren't going
to see it in witing?

MR. FRANKLIN: Going to see what he just
said in witing?

M5. HOFMANN:  Yeah. Qbviously fromthe
transcript Kimis preparing, but does that
mean there is no nore rebuttal testinony
comng fromM. G eene?

MR FRANKLIN:. That's correct.

M5. HOFMANN:  Thank you.

CHAI RVAN DWORKIN: The words the Board
used were except for responding to new issues
raised by M. Qundersen's testinony, Entergy
woul d not have a base for putting on
addi ti onal surrebuttal testinobny whether
witten or I|ive.

M5. HOFMANN:  Thank you very nuch.

CHAl RVAN DWORKIN: M. Shadi s.

MR. SHADIS: A question, if | may, just
regarding a point of order. Wen we present
M. @undersen for surrebuttal testinony
tonmorrow, will we be permitted to have him
answer questions preparatory to taking the

stand? As this -- not preparatory to taking
t he stand.
CHAI RVAN DWORKIN: | think what you

mean, will you be allowed to ask hi m whether
he can present a final statenent that hasn't
been prefiled before in a manner simlar to
what we just heard.

MR. SHADIS: Thank you for restating

t hat .

CHAI RVAN DWORKIN: | think the answer is
we will et you. However, we would want it to
be extraordinarily tight. |'mnot sure --

even we haven't heard an objection to the
several mnutes of testinmny we just heard
now. But | want you to bear in mind that the



14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
0168

O©CoOoO~NOOOTPA,WNPE

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
0169

©CoOoO~NOOOTPA~,WNPE

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

concept is that it is solely to respond to
what coul d not have been said before. Ckay.
MR. SHADI S: Thank you.
M5. HOFMANN:  Thank you.
CROSS EXAM NATI ON BY MS. HOFMANN

Q M. Geene, hi. I'm Sarah Hof mann fromthe
Depart nment.

A Good afternoon, Ms. Hof mann.

Q Were you aware that in the sale case regarding

t he Vernont Yankee Nucl ear Power Station that the
Department used a 13 percent uprate as part of the
econonmi ¢ anal ysis that occurred at that tine?

A | did see that in the order

Q Turn to page 19 of your prefiled testinony. |
woul d just |ike to understand what you're doi ng here.

A Page 137

Q 19.

A 19.

Q On page 19 you use a 50 dollar per
megawat t hour illustrative replacenent power cost. \Which
you took from M. Sherman's direct testinony; is that
right?

A That's correct.

Q And if | renenmber correctly, you responded to

a discovery request indicating that that seenmed |like a
reasonabl e nunber to you; is that correct?

A It was a nunber that had sonme basis in the
record, as M. Sherman had used it in his testinony. And
as the conpany was not subnmitting its own market price
forecast, that seened to be a useful nunber to eval uate
t he question of the econom c consequences of potentially
| ost output fromthe existing capacity of the Vernont
Yankee pl ant.

Q Was that another way to say that it was a
reasonabl e nunmber to use?

A I wouldn't characterize the 50 dollar nunber
as a particularly accurate market price projection. It

was a nunber that was reasonable to use for purposes of
exploring the | ost output concern that certainly was
expressed during hearings earlier in the case.

Q Now i f | have it correctly, your -- you figure
a difference in the cost, and nultiply that by the outages
provided by Dr. Burns; is that correct?

A That's what | did.

Q And on line 13 you state it's a potenti al
mar ket price, do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Woul d you agree with ne that it is really an
average nmarket price -- it's really an average market risk
because Dr. Burns' results are averages, not worst case?

A Dr. Burns' evaluation of the two percent
potential inmpact on the capacity factor of a unit is
somewhat of a randomdistribution, if you will, that the

nunber of hours or de-rates of the facility were not
particularly confined to any period in tine. So that is
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parallel to the notion of |ooking at an average narket
price to gauge the effect of those forced outages.

Q kay. And isn't it true that you didn't
calculate in your testinobny what a worst case scenario
was, or even a worst historical case, to deternine your
potential narket risk?

A That is true. The worst case would certainly

-- in theory, it would be infinity. And nor did | |ook at
the alternative case which night be where the market price
were | ess than the base price under the purchase power
agreenent, which actually, if |I were to answer the
guestion today, market prices seemto be heading, relative
to the contract price, it mght actually be on the | ow
side rather than the high side of the PPA purchase price.

Q But you would agree with ne that in sone ways,
it's kind of luck of the draw, if it happens the pl ant
goes down on a day when market prices are high, the people
who depend on the Yankee power who aren't going to get it,
are going to be forced to the market, and it could be a
really bad day?

A That's the nature of a randomevent. It could
be a bad day, and it could be a very good day. W don't
know. | think inherent in the point that is in your

qgquestion, is that the econom ¢ consequences depend on what
the market prices are at the time that an outage m ght
occur, and VYNPC or its menber utilities have to go to the
mar ket and buy repl acement power.

Q Am | correct in saying that even given all of
this, you kind of conme to the deternination toward the end
of -- page 19 on to page 20, that the Vernont capacity
factor will continue to increase and that the increase
will be nore than any uprate related | osses, is that a

fair characterization?

A My characterization is that the plant has been
on a trend of increasing capacity factors, when you | ook
at it on arolling three-year average basis, which you
have to do given the refueling schedule. So it has been
trending up, and | guess the point that | was trying to
get across here is that the potential continuation of that
trend nay nmask, obscure, or conpletely negate any visible
ef fect of the forced outage issues that M. Burns was
addressing in his testinony.

Q Okay. Now have you read M. Burns --

A Yes, | have.

Q Dr. Burns. This was a nistake | nmde
yesterday. You have read Dr. Burns --

A | have.

Q Do you have a copy of it there with you?

A | sure do.

Q Hey, you're ny kind of guy. | was going to

say | have one for you. But this is great.
Can you turn to page 34 of Dr. Burn's
testi mony.
A Ckay, |'mthere.
Q kay. And let's see, starting at |line 11, can
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you read those first 3 sentences? And read themslowy so
the court reporter can get them

A Ver nont Yankee has shown a continua
i mprovenent in reliability, e.g., availability and
capacity factor. This inmprovenent has resulted in very
hi gh performance for the plant. It is expected that
further inprovenments in plant capacity factor and
availability would be difficult to achieve, although the
current processes in place make that a possibility.

Q Woul d you agree with ne that that pretty nuch
states that Vernont Yankee has shown conti nued
i mprovenent ?

A | certainly will.

Q Woul d you agree with ne that that statenent
i ndi cates that the inprovenent has resulted in high
per f or mance?

A | would also agree with that.

Q Wul d you further agree with ne that further
i mprovenents would be difficult to achi eve?

A I"'mnot sure that | necessarily believe that

where the plant is at currently is any type of an upper
bound or ceiling that the plant is not capabl e of
surpassing. | did not have an opportunity to consult wth
Dr. Burns on that particular characterization in his
testi mony.

But fromny preparation for the case, and
review of both this plant's performance as well as the

trends throughout the nuclear industry, we are stil
headi ng up. Capacity factors are increasing, we have
heard sone of the reasons for that in ternms of the
operating culture of Vernmont Yankee, the benefits of a
| arger operator with nore expertise to draw on

Entergy has been operating this facility for a
fairly short tinme, and | don't personally believe that the
full measure of benefits of a skillful operator have been
mani fested in the capacity factors to date.

Q Now you woul d agree with me that Dr. Burns
says it is expected that further inprovenents in plant
capacity factor and availability would be difficult to
achi eve.

A Well those are the -- plainly the words on the
paper. Difficult does not mean inpossible.
Q Ckay. | agree with you there. So you don't

beli eve you're actually disagreeing with Dr. Burns, you
think you have a slightly different interpretation; is
that correct?

A | have a nore optimstic viewpoint, that I
believe that the future would probably result in
addi tional inprovenments in the capacity factor of the
plant. That's ny personal perspective.

Q Wll let nme see if | can sumit up. Basically
Dr. Burns states that maintaining continued capacity

factors' inprovenents would be difficult, but you're
assum ng for purposes of your testinony that capacity
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factor inprovenents wll happen?

A Al t hough - -

Q That's a yes or no question

A My testinony doesn't depend on capacity factor
i mprovenents to underlie any of the calculations that |'ve
provided. |'mnot neking any projections that the nunber

will go up X percentage points. That's just an
observation in terms of where | think the plant is headed,
and perhaps the difficulty in discerning what night be an
outage related effect of the uprate versus where the pl ant
woul d be goi ng absent the uprate

Q Ckay. Now we have al ready established you're
probably a little nore optimistic than Dr. Burns. W
won't put your middle nane as Polly Anna. But let me go
back to my question

Basically Dr. Burns is stating that
mai nt ai ni ng continued capacity factor inprovenent woul d be
difficult, but you assunme capacity factor inprovenents
will continue to happen; is that correct?

A Yes. | do. And if | actually could turn to
an area of Dr. Burn's testinmony, where | would draw that
inference is in one of the exhibits in his testinmony.
There is a graph that charts the three-year average

capacity factor performance of the unit. And the trend
has been unni stakably up. There is no indication of it
| eveling off or plateauing.

I am not personally aware of any reasons as to
why all of a sudden the trend should just stop dead in its

tracks. | can point you to that exhibit, if you're
i nterested.
Q I"'mactually famliar with it.
A And that's not an atypical picture in terms of

the performance of nuclear units. That's representative
of where the industry has been headi ng generally. 2002's
a record year for the nuclear industry in terms of where
its capacity factors wound up. The trend has been up

Q Wul d you agree with me that even if the
capacity factor did continue to increase, it would
represent a benefit to which Vernont utilities were
entitled, the current power takers, and any uprate rel ated

| osses would still represent | osses to these Vernont
utilities?

A Can you repeat your question, please?

Q Wbul d you agree with ne that even if the

capacity factor did continue to increase, it would
represent a benefit to which Vernont utilities were
entitled, current power takers, and any uprate rel ated
| osses would still represent |osses to these Vernont

utilities?

A Let's take your question separately. The
first part is if the capacity factor increases?

Q Yes.

A Is that a benefit to the Vernont customners?

Q Wuldn't it represent a benefit to the Vernont

custoners, yes.
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A They woul d certainly have the option to
purchase that power under the purchased power agreenent.
They would be entitled to any additional power generated
as the plant is currently configured. Wether that's a
benefit or not, depends on the relationship of the PPA
price to the market price.

It can very well be a detriment if the narket
price were less than the PPA price. Wth regard to
reduction of output due to inplications of a forced outage
stemming fromthe uprate, again there m ght be an effect
interns of a reduced anpbunt of power under the existing
PPA. And Dr. Burns has bounded that with a 2 percent
nunber in the first two years follow ng the uprate.

There again, it could be a benefit, it could
be a detrinent, depending on the regard of the PPA and
mar ket prices.

Q Right nowis it true that the PPA is under the
mar ket prices?

A The nost recent data that |1've seen in terns
of the narket prices or the -- | think it's April through
August, so I'ma few weeks behind where the market is
right now, but | believe the Vernont zone price is
somewhere in the nei ghborhood of about 48 dollars per
megawatt or has been on average, about 48 dollars per
megawat t hour. But we also have to | ook at the VY, Vernont
Yankee, nodal price which has been about -- | think it's
i n the nei ghborhood of 45 dollars per megawatthour, and
both of those prices have an inplication in terns of the
econoni ¢ consequences to VYNPC and its constituent
utilities.

Q Right. The nodal price can affect the price?
A Absol utely, as does the zonal price.
Q Can you | ook at page 3 of your testinobny?

A Can | nake one additional observation
however? W are dealing right nowin New England with --
Q Actually if you could just save it, M.
Greene, and |I'm sure one of your lawers will redirect
you. It is getting fairly late. |It's quarter to 5, we

will get through what we have to get through.
You agreed with ne on page 19, where we were

previously, that you used a -- basically it was an average
not the potential market price; is that correct?

A I"mlooking at Dr. Burns' testinony. That
wasn't going to help ne at all.

Q No.

A You wanted ne to | ook at page 3 of ny
testi mony?

Q Page 3. |I'malso recalling the conversation

we just had, page 19 you agreed that your term potenti al
mar ket price risk based on the information you got from
Dr. Burns mght be nore the average market price risk, did
we agree on that?

A Again it depends on the relationship of narket
prices to PPA prices in terns of whether we are, you know,
benefitting or seeing a detrinment from any outage-rel ated
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Q Well let's go back then, because basically
when you used the potential market price risk, you're
using information you got fromDr. Burns, and you're using
a 50 dollar value; is that correct?

A For illustrative purposes. That was the
intent of the calculation

Q And the market could be worse; is that
correct?

A As well as better

Q Yes. W have been over this. And so in sone

ways you're using an average. You're not using a worst
case scenario of what the market could be for potenti al

cost risk?

A This is an average energy price assessnent.
I'"mnot |ooking at peak or off-peak or any particular tine
of year. And again, that's consistent with the way the
forced outages woul d appear to potentially relate to the
uprate. They are randonly distributed events.

Q Ckay. I'mnot going to -- I'"mgoing to give
you an exanple. But what if power were at 70 dollars per
nmegawat t hour, okay, would that be a worse case than the
potential market price risk that you have shown in your
testi mony?

A Yes, it would.

Q Thank you. Now if you |l ook at page 3 of your
testimony, you use on line 7 and 8 sone fairly powerfu
words to describe the benefit; substantial, vastly,
clearly. Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Now | ' m going to give you a hypot heti cal
while not a very conplex one, but | would Iike to have you
answer specifically as to the hypothetical. Even though

you're going to want to say that's not realistic or
sonet hi ng about it, okay?

If | assune for the hypothesis that avoi dance
for greenhouse gas emission is not recognized as a

benefit, would the benefit still be substantial as you
said? So elinmnate greenhouse gases.

A Yes, | believe the benefit would be very
substanti al .

Q kay. And what would that benefit be? And
would Iike you to --

A Do you want to cal culate right here?

Q | would Iike you to net it against the costs.

A Well if you'll turn to page 6 of my rebutta

testimony, here's where | took a pass at trying to hang
sone nunbers on the avoi ded enissions relating to the VY
uprate, which | think is what you're asking ne about. And
I will say that these avoided or the environnental
externality values that show under the DPS val ue col um do
reflect the settlenent agreenent that was reached between
the Departnent and the various parties in the case.

I will note that the original testinony
prepared by, | believe M. Chernick, supported the
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externality nethod of the Departnment actually had
significantly higher values. So | was taking a nmuch
| oner, nuch nore cautious conservative | ook

Q M. Geene, | don't know if this is answering
nmy questions, but | want you to exclude the greenhouse gas
em ssi ons.

A | was getting there.

Q I know. You've actually now called our
attention to them | want you to exclude the greenhouse
gases.

A I would be happy to do that. Using the

calculation as it appears on page 6 ny val ue of avoided --
the environnental benefit due to avoi ded air enissions was
23,308,693 dollars. The greenhouse gas benefit is going
to be primarily fromthe carbon di oxi de avoi ded emi ssion
and that's a 11,700,960 dollar figure. So --
Q Now | understand why you went to this page
Can you pl ease exclude all of the -- let's see -- what do
you call then? The follow ng annual quantities of
pol | uti on.
If you could exclude all of those factors, in
t he hypot hetical we are assuming that there is none of
these factors are recognized as a benefit.
A Wel | you asked about greenhouse gas enissions,
| believe.
CHAI RMAN DWORKI N: She is asking a new
guestion. Let's have a new answer.

M5. HOFMANN: |'m asking a new
hypot heti cal. Because you are right. | asked
the wrong question
THE WTNESS: | |iked that question
BY MS. HOFMANN:
Q I thought you might. That's why you brought

us to page 6. Now |'m saying pretend nothing on page 6 is
considered a benefit. Wuld you then say that the
benefits woul d be substantial and woul d vastly outwei gh
potential costs?

A If I amoverl ooking the fact that there are
avoi ded air enissions, is there still a significant and
substantial environmental or net benefit? That's your
guestion?

Q That is ny question. | hope.

A | would not characterize it as vast or
substantial. There is still a net benefit. But it is
significantly smaller.

Q So woul d you agree with me that the -- so the

term substantial and vast are due primarily to your
assunptions of credit for air em ssions?

A That is certainly true.

Q Let's see. Can you turn to page 12 of your
testinmony, please. And can you read just to yourself
lines 4 to 6, because |'mgoing to have a question about
it.

A kay.

Q I'"mgoing to ask that DPS-WKS-2 be admitted.
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This is out of tine. W can do it when M. Sherman's on
the stand, but | amgoing to ask hima question about it.
And it probably doesn't matter if it's admitted today. It

just seened easier, does anybody object?
MR. FRANKLIN: | think we had stipul at ed
to the adnissibility.
M5. HOFMANN:  We woul d nove its
adm ssi on.
CHAl RVAN DWORKIN:  It's adm tted.
M5. HOFMANN:  Thank you
(The document mar ked DPS-VKS-2 was
adnmitted into evidence.)
BY MS. HOFMANN:
Q I'm going to show you what's been narked as
DPS-WKS-6. Can you turn to page 46 of that docunent. M.
G eene?

A Yes.

Q And under there is a line underlined |linear no
t hreshol d dose response nodel ?

A Yes.

Q Can you read the first paragraph under that,
starting the first issue?

A The first issue, that of whether the U S.
government should continue to use the LNT nodel, is a

guestion that has received considerable attention in
recent years. Wile there is sonme uncertainty associ ated
with the risk estimtes at | ow radiation exposures, the
LNT i s supported by all major consensus, scientific

organi zations, and is used by every national and

i nternational regulatory body as a basis for its radiation
protection strategies. Until the evidence suggests
otherwi se, EPA is sinply follow ng the consensus of
scientific organizations in continuing to use the LNT
nodel to estimate risks.

Q Thank you. Now once again we are going to go
back to a hypothetical. Let's see if | can get this one
right.

If we, or this Board, decide to take the
advice of the EPA to use the linear no threshold nodel
like quote "every national and international regulatory
body," unquote, then this statenent would be inaccurate,
and a risk cost would have to be provided for maxi mum
i ncrenental radiation dose increase resulting fromuprate.
Now back to lines 4 through 6 that | had you read to
your sel f.

A My testinony places great credence in the work
that Dr. Auxier has provided in the record. | amnot a
radi ol ogi cal protection expert. | do not have his

background on the issue. And read his testinony,
certainly amaware of the controversy surroundi ng the LNT.
And felt that under the facts and circunstances as | know
themin this case, that it did not warrant addi ng any type
of financial cost in a net benefit perspective.

Q M. Greene, | understand you're telling nme you
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believe Dr. Auxier nore than you believe Dr. Burns. |
understand that. And that's what your testinony is based
on. But it's a hypothetical.

So assune that the Board decides to take the
advice of the EPA to use the linear no threshold nodel,
then your statenent in 4, 5 and 6 would be inaccurate and
a risk cost would have to be provided for the naximm
i ncrenental radiation dose increase resulting fromthe
uprate. G ven the hypothetical, not what you believe down
to your toes, but that hypothetical, would you agree
that's true?

A If one were to agree with the LNT perspective,
as described in the paragraph you asked ne to read, one
nm ght certainly be able to estimate the additional doses
at the fence line, and perform sone type of a damage
calculation to deternine what the consequences of the
presuned radi ol ogi cal exposure night be.

M5. HOFMANN:  Thank you, | have no
further questions for M. Geene.

CHAI RMAN DWORKIN: Thank you. Nowis a
good nonent to take a mnute.

M. Shadis, how nuch exani nation do you
anticipate for M. Geene?

MR SHADIS: I'mafraid it's a bit.

CHAl RVAN DWORKIN:  So - -

MR SHADIS: At |least a half hour.

CHAI RVMAN DWORKI N: W shoul d be prepared
to go until tonorrow then.

MR SHADIS: | believe that would be the
best course.

CHAl RVAN DWORKIN: Now let's raise the
qguestion of M. Dodson. Wo, if anyone, has
any exani nation for M. Dodson when he cones
t onor r ow?

M5. HOFMANN:  The Departnent has no
exanmi nation of M. Dodson.

MR SHADIS: If | knew it would be 20
m nutes, but the suggestion was made in this
norning, that if the parties agreed that M.
Dodson's testinony could be put off until the
Oct ober session, and because we do have such a
full schedul e tonorrow --

CHAl RVAN DAWORKIN: I f we are going to
hear from himeventually, | don't think it
matters greatly whether we hear it tonorrow or
later, but I'mw de open to possibilities.

M5. BROMN: He may well be on his way as
we speak, so | would rather have him go
t onorr ow.

M5. HOFMANN: Had | brought this up at
noon, it would have helped. But | didn't.
CHAl RVAN DWORKI N: Ckay. Then we wil|l
have little, if any, for M. Dodson, but we
will attenpt to nove quickly when we have him
M. Franklin.
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MR FRANKLIN: Just so | understand, we
are going to start tonorrow, though, with M.
Gunder sen?

CHAl RVAN DWORKIN: No. We will start
tonorrow with M. G eene.

M5. HOFMANN: | thought we were going to
put M. Dodson in because you were concerned
you needed to get himon and off.

CHAI RVAN DWORKI N |' m sorry.
Apparently the parties have had a set of
conversations we don't know about. | want to

nmake sure | understand where we are on this.
W are in the niddle of M. Greene's

exam nation. And M. Shadis has consistently
said he would want up to 45 nminutes of tine.
Today he's saying he may be able to cut it to
a half an hour. dearly a substantial block
of time. In ordinary course of business we
woul d just continue.

If there are rearrangenments to make to
make sure we get M. Dodson on and off
qui ckly, we can certainly do that. As |'ve
said to you, | may be as much as 15 or 20
mnutes late in the norning because of a
conmitrment | need to nake. Because | am happy
to read the transcript for either witness.

M5. HOFMANN: | don't have a preference.

M5. BROAN: My only concern is to get
M. Dodson finished tonorrow. |If we can go
with M. Greene, then | understand M.
Gundersen has to be on and off tonorrow as
well. | think we have enough tinme to get both
of those witnesses done and still have M.
Greene go first.

CHAl RVAN DWORKI N: Ckay.

MR. FRANKLIN: Sounds like we can go in
t he due course.

CHAl RVAN DWORKIN: W& will start with
M. Geene and do his exanmination. After that
it looks like we will take M. Dodson, which
was the already planned order. That should
take much less tinme than had originally been
anticipated. Then we will nmove to M.
Gundersen. |If we have tinme for Ms. Wells and

M. Lanmont, we will do them and if not, we
will have themlater.

M5. HOFMANN:  Thank you.

MR. FRANKLIN:  Thank you.

CHAI RMAN DAWORKIN: It's close enough to
5. W& night as well break now. Again, please
nmeet with staff counsel tonorrow norning at
8:30. The hearings will start at 9.

| personally will try to get here as
close to 9 as | can.

(Wher eupon, the proceedi ngs were
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adjourned at 5 p.m)
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